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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the 
presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is requested in correcting any 
errors of which applicant may become aware in the specification. 

Drawings 

2. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p) because the 
numbers and letters are too small. Number, letters and reference characters must be at least .32 
cm (1/8 inch) in height. A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 1, 21 and 39 are objected to because of the following informalities: "wave 
division multiplexing" should read "wavelength division multiplexing" (see paragraph [0003] of 
instant specification). Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 2-3 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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6. Claim 2 recites the limitation "the protection paths" in line 1 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "wherein each of the protection paths suitable to be shared 
by multiple working paths is maximally shared by a predetermined number of working paths" in 
lines 1-3 of the claim and "wherein the protection path is selected when the corresponding 
number of working paths currently sharing with the selected protection path is less than the 
predetermined number of working paths". It is unclear whether the protection path is maximally 
shared by a predetermined number of working paths or it is shared by less than the 
predetermined number of working paths. 

Claim 9 depends on claim 6. Claim 6 recites in line 2 the limitation "locating in a 
database an existing protection path" while claim 9 recites in line 9 the limitation "the existing 
protection is not located". It is unclear whether the existing protection path is located or not 
located. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-12 and 21-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chaudhuri et al. (U.S. Patent 6,587,235 Bl) in view of Friskney et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Pub. 2004/0120705 Al). 
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Regarding claim 1, Chaudhuri et al. teaches in FIG. 5 a shared protection scheme where 
traffics are assigned different priorities. Chaudhuri et al. teaches not to share protection with 
another working path having the same priority. The difference between Chaudhuri et al. and the 
claimed invention is that Chaudhuri et al. does not teach receiving request for allocating 
protection path that meets a set of disjointness constraints. Friskney et al. teaches in [0117] link- 
disjoint and node-disjoint path and in FIG. 4 that path request specifies source, destination and 
resilience requirements. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine 
the teaching of Friskney et al. with the shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. because 
specifying resilience requirements in path request allows the path preparation system to find 
paths that fulfill the customer's need. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to include disjointness in path request, as taught by 
Friskney et al., in the shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. because specifying resilience 
requirements in path request allows the path preparation system to find paths that fulfill the 
customer's need. 

Regarding claim 2, Chaudhuri et al. teaches in FIG. 5 that the protection path is 
maximally shared by working paths. 

Regarding claims 3-5, the use of counter/database to keep track of values is well known 
in the art. For example, see FIG. 3 of Doshi et al. (U.S. Patent Application Pub. 2004/0205239 
Al). 

Regarding claims 6-7 and 9-12, Friskney et al. teaches in FIG. 4 to find working path and 
restoration path according to requirements. 
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Regarding claim 8, Chaudhuri et al. specifies that a restoration channel can be shared by 
a super premium channel and a standard channel 

Regarding claims 13 and 21-22, Friskney et al. teaches in paragraph [0015] that high 
priority traffic preempts low priority traffic. 

Regarding claims 23, 25 and 27, Chaudhuri et al. teaches in FIG. 5 and FIG. 6 the 
assignment of traffics with different priority. 

Regarding claims 24, 26, 28-31, 34 and 36, the use of counter/database to keep track of 
values is well known in the art. For example, see FIG. 3 of Doshi et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Pub. 2004/0205239 Al). 

Regarding claim 32-33, 35 and 37-38, Chaudhuri et al. teaches in FIG. 5 and FIG. 6 the 
assignment of traffics with different priority. 

9. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chaudhuri et al. 
and Friskney et al. as applied to claims 1-13 and 21-38 above, and further in view of Elie-Dit- 
Cosaque et al. (U.S. Patent Application Pub. 2004/0218525 Al). 

Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 1-13 
and 21-38. Friskney et al. teaches in [0117] link-disjoint and node-disjoint path. Furthermore, 
Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al. teaches in paragraph [0008] completely disjoint and partially disjoint and 
in FIG. 5A-FIG. 5E link-disjoint and node-disjoint paths. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teaching of Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al. with the modified shared 
protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. to allow for completely disjoint and 
partially disjoint paths as backup paths because it reduces the cost of protection and gives 
customers choices for comprising between cost and reliability. Thus it would have been obvious 
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to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide choices for 
partially/completely link/node-disjoint, as taught by Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al., in the modified 
shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. to allow for completely 
link/node disjoint and partially link/node disjoint paths as backup paths because it reduces the 
cost of protection and gives customers choices for comprising between cost and reliability. 
10. Claims 39-40, 43-47 and 50-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. as applied to claims 1-13 and 21-38 above, and further 
in view of Chaudhuri (U.S. Patent 6,130,876). 

Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. have been discussed above in regard to claims 1-13 
and 21-38. The difference between Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. and the claimed 
invention is that Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. do not teach reversion after failure has been 
repaired. Chaudhuri et al. cites in col. 6, lines 26-30 U.S. patent application 08/936,369, which 
is issued as patent 6,130,876, for control system for handling protection. Chaudhuri teaches in 
FIG. 4, step 54 that when the failed link is repaired the traffics are reverted to their original state. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching of Chaudhuri 
with the modified shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. because 
reverting traffic to a repaired path allows the protection path to be used for carrying low priority 
traffic. Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to revert to working path when the working path has been repaired, as taught 
by Chaudhuri, in the modified shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al. and Friskney et al. 
because reverting traffic to a repaired path allows the protection path to be used for carrying low 
priority traffic. 
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11. Claims 41-42 and 48-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chaudhuri et aL, Friskney et al. and Chaudhuri as applied to claims 39-40, 43-47 and 50-52 
above, and further in view of Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al. (U.S. Patent Application Pub. 
2004/0218525 Al). 

Chaudhuri et al., Friskney et al. and Chaudhuri have been discussed above in regard to 
claims 1-13. Friskney et al. teaches in [01 17] link-disjoint and node-disjoint path. Furthermore, 
Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al. teaches in paragraph [0008] completely disjoint and partially disjoint and 
in FIG. 5A-FIG. 5E link-disjoint and node-disjoint paths. One of ordinary skill in the art would 
have been motivated to combine the teaching of Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al. with the modified shared 
protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al., Friskney et al. and Chaudhuri to allow for completely 
disjoint and partially disjoint paths as backup paths because it reduces the cost of protection and 
gives customers choices for comprising between cost and reliability. Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide choices 
for partially/completely link/node-disjoint, as taught by Elie-Dit-Cosaque et al., in the modified 
shared protection scheme of Chaudhuri et al., Friskney et al. and Chaudhuri to allow for 
completely link/node disjoint and partially link/node disjoint paths as backup paths because it 
reduces the cost of protection and gives customers choices for comprising between cost and 
reliability. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Shi K. Li whose telephone number is 571 272-3031. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (7:30 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.). 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan can be reached on 571 272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

ski 

3 April 2007 




Shi K. Li 
Patent Examiner 



